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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


INTRODUCTION 

In  1985,  the  Massachusetts  Legislature  enacted  a  local  option 
law  permitting  cities  and  towns  to  impose  a  local  room  occupancy 
excise  upon  the  transient  rental  of  rooms  in  hotels,  motels,  and 
lodging  houses  at  a  rate  of  up  to  four  percent.     The  Department  of 
Revenue  is  responsible  for  collecting  the  "hotel-motel"  excise  on 
behalf  of  cities  and  towns.  The  revenues  collected  are  distributed 
to  communities  twice  each  year,  in  December  and  June,  by  the 
Treasurer  of  the  Commonwealth. 

The  hotel-motel  legislation  was  part  of  the  package  of  local 
option  taxes  proposed  by  Boston  to  provide  own-source  revenue  to 
help  the  city  solve  its  fiscal  problems.     The  City  worked  to  gain 
legislative  support  for  a  package  of  local  option  taxes  that  would 
benefit  not  only  Boston,  but  all  communities  across  the  state. 

The  hotel-motel  excise  —  along  with  the  jet  fuel  excise 
enacted  at  the  same  time  —  is  important  in  assisting  communities 
to  diversify  their  revenue  sources  in  the  face  of  both  the 
revenue-raising  limits  of  Proposition  2  1/2  and  such  fiscal 
pressures  as  the  elimination  of  federal  general  revenue  sharing. 
In  fact,  authorization  of  these  local  option  taxes  in 
Massachusetts  was  an  historic  event  —  enabling  the  Commonwealth's 
cities  and  towns  the  ability  to  tap  an  own-source  revenue  other 
than  the  property  tax  and  the  motor  vehicle  excise. 


IMPACT 

Of  the  351  cities  and  towns  in  Massachusetts,  237  or  67.5% 
have  at  least  one  hotel,  motel,  or  lodging  house  within  their 
boundaries.  The  estimated  potential  hotel-motel  tax  revenue  of 
these  communities  totals  $28.0  million  annually. 

81  communities  have  adopted  the  hotel-motel  excise.  79  of 
these  communities  contain  hotels,  motels,  or  lodging  houses. 
These  communities  represent  33.3%  of  the  total  number  of 
communities  statewide  that  are  eligible  to  receive  revenues  from 
the  excise. 

Since  August  of  1985,  when  the  first  community  adopted  the 
hotel-motel  excise,  $30.38  million  has  been  distributed  to 
communities . 


In  the  aggregate,   those  communities  able  to  receive  the 
greatest  financial  benefit  have  already  moved  to  adopt  the 
hotel-motel  excise.     However,   several  communities  which  have 
significant  hotel-motel  capacity  have  not  yet  adopted  the  excise. 

For  those  communities  that  have  adopted  the  hotel-motel 
excise,   the  impact  of  hotel-motel  revenue  on  local  spending  is  as 
follows : 

•  among  these  communities,  hotel-motel  revenue  ranges  from 
.007%  to  7.03%  of  total  local  spending,  averaging  .63% 

•  among  these  communities,  hotel-motel  revenue  ranges  from 
.014%  to  7.70%  of  total  own-source  revenue,  averaging  .88% 

158  communities  with  hotel-motel  capacity  have  not  yet 
adopted  the  hotel-motel  excise,   foregoing  a  total  of  $4.18  million 
in  estimated  revenues  statewide. 


WHY  COMMUNITIES  HAVE  ADOPTED  THE  EXCISE 

Communities  have  adopted  the  hotel-motel  excise  to  produce 
revenue  above  and  beyond  what  they  receive  through  the  property 
tax  levy,   state  aid,   local  receipts,  and  other  sources,  as  well  as 
to  diversify  their  bases  of  revenue. 

Local  officials  report  that  adopting  the  hotel-motel  excise 
provides  three  major  financial  benefits  for  their  communities: 

•  Additional  funds  for  specific  local  needs 

•  Partial  replacement  of  lost  federal  funds, 
principally  General  Revenue  Sharing 

•  Diversification  of  local  revenue  sources. 


LOCAL  CONCERNS  ABOUT  THE  EXCISE 

Communities  in  regions  of  the  state  with  significant  tourism 
and  convention  businesses  are  concerned  about  the  impact  of  the 
excise  on  business.     In  some  parts  of  the  state,  the  hotel 
industry  has  worked  against  adoption  of  the  excise.     In  other 
areas,   industry  representatives  and  local  officials  believe  that 
the  tax  is  not  a  deterrent  to  tourism. 

A  number  of  communities  were  concerned  about  the  "border 
problem"  —  the  competitive  disadvantage  which  a  community  may 
face  if  it  adopts  the  excise,  while  neighboring  communities  do 
not.  This  concern  was  also  voiced  in  regard  to  adoption  of  the  tax 
at  different  rates  in  adjacent  communities. 
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Small  hotels  have  been  more  opposed  to  the  excise  than  large 
hotels.     In  communities  with  few  hotels,  often  owned  by  local 
residents,  opposition  to  adoption  of  the  excise  has  been  strong. 

Some  hotel  industry  representatives  believe  that  the  excise 
is  a  deterrent  to  convention  business,  although  the  degree  of 
concern  about  this  varies  in  different  regions  of  the  state.  Some 
hotel  industry  representatives  feel  that  a  portion  of  hotel-motel 
revenue  should  be  set  aside  for  tourism  enhancement  and 
tourism-related  efforts.     They  hold  that  the  excise  makes  it  more 
difficult  to  promote  destinations,  that  tourism  has  an  economic 
value  to  communities,  and  that,  particularly  with  conventions, 
there  is  an  awareness  that  the  tax  exists  and  that  the  revenues 
are  not  used  to  fund  convention  centers  or  visitors  bureaus. 

A  number  of  communities  have  not  moved  to  adopt  the 
hotel-motel  excise  because  of  concerns  that  it  would  inhibit  local 
growth.     Many  of  these  communities  plan  to  consider  excise 
adoption  in  the  future. 


LOCAL  RESPONSE  TO  THE  EXCISE 

A  number  of  communities  have  responded  to  concerns  raised 
during  discussions  of  the  hotel-motel  excise.     Communities  have: 

•  adopted  the  excise  and  made  it  effective  a 
number  of  months  later 

•  adopted  the  excise  at  rates  of  less  than  the 
four  percent  allowed  (some  of  these  communities 
have  maintained  the  lower  rate;  others  have  since 
increased  the  rate) 

•  targeted  funds  toward  tourism  promotion  and 
tourism-related  efforts. 

Since  adoption  of  the  hotel-motel  excise  in  many  communities: 

•  local  officials  and  industry  representatives 
report  that  they  have  seen  little  or  no  impact 
on  tourism  as  a  result  of  adopting  the 
hotel-motel  excise 

•  local  officials  report  that  the  amount  of 
revenue  raised  has  been  beyond  their 
expectations . 
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INTRODUCTION 


Massachusetts  cities  and  towns  raise  revenue  to  support  the 
provision  of  local  services  —  from  police  protection  to  education 

—  through  the  property  tax  levy,  local  receipts  (motor  vehicle 
excise,  license  fees,  user  charges,  and  departmental  income), 
state  aid,  and  other  sources.     Until  1985,  the  property  tax  and 
the  motor  vehicle  excise  were  the  only  major  sources  of  tax 
revenue  for  local  governments  authorized  by  the  State  Legislature. 
In  that  year,  as  part  of  the  state's  efforts  to  assist  the 
financially  troubled  City  of  Boston,  the  Legislature  approved  two 
local  option  taxes:  the  room  occupancy  ("hotel-motel")  excise  and 
the  jet  fuel  excise. 

Taxation  of  room  occupancy  was  not  new  to  Massachusetts,  as 
the  state  room  occupancy  tax  had  been  adopted  along  with  the  sales 
tax  in  1966.     In  1969,  the  room  occupancy  excise  was  increased  to 
5.7%  from  the  original  5%  through  the  addition  of  a  14%  surcharge. 
In  FY86,  $42.89  million  in  state  room  occupancy  taxes  were 
collected  by  the  Department  of  Revenue.  Beginning  in  the  late 
1970s,  a  number  of  the  "menus"  of  local  option  taxes  proposed  to 
the  State  Legislature  to  provide  financial  help  to  cities  and 
towns  included  some  version  of  the  hotel-motel  tax.     The  Boston 
Funding  Loan  Act,  designed  to  provide  financial  assistance  to 
Boston,  was  enacted  in  1982.     This  Act,  commonly  known  as  the 
Tregor  legislation,  authorized  Boston  to  borrow  up  to  $45  million 
to  finance  a  portion  of  the  City's  Tregor  liability,  which  arose 
from  a  State  Supreme  Court  decision  that  the  City's  assessing 
practices  had  led  to  disproportionate  assessments  on  certain 
properties.     This  legislation  also  provided  that  effective  August 
1,  1982  the  state  would  send  to  Boston  the  portion  of  the  5.7% 
occupancy  excise  paid  in  Boston  on  rooms  first  opened  for 
patronage  after  August  1,  1981.  These  funds  are  being  used  to  help 
pay  principal  and  interest  costs  on  Tregor  indebtedness.  The 
payment  of  this  portion  of  the  excise  expires  when  the  bonds  are 
liquidated. 

In  1984,  City  of  Boston  officials  worked  with  other 
local  officials  from  across  the  state  to  solve  their  common  fiscal 
problems.     Boston  developed  a  coalition  with  other  municipalities 
to  build  legislative  support  for  a  package  of  local  option  taxes 
that  would  benefit  not  only  the  city,  but  other  communities  across 
the  state,  as  well.     The  local  room  occupancy  excise  (and  jet  fuel 
excise)  were  passed  in  July  of  1985.     This  was,  according  to  Sam 
Tyler  of  the  Boston  Municipal  Research  Bureau,   "an  historic  vote" 

—  one  that  gives  Massachusetts  communities  the  ability  to  take 
advantage  of  revenue  sources  other  than  the  property  tax. 


The  ability  to  raise  revenue  through  the  property  tax  is 
severely  limited  by  Proposition  2  1/2,  adopted  in  November  of 
1980.     Other  sources  of  support  for  local  spending  —  federal 
general  revenue  sharing,   in  particular  —  are  being  reduced  or 
dismantled.     State  aid  to  Massachusetts  communities  has  been 
increased  to  fill  the  revenue  gap  faced  by  cities  and  towns,  with 
state  aid  rising  from  23.3%  of  local  revenue  in  1981  to  36.8%  of 
local  revenue  in  1987.     However,  communities  across  the  state 
continue  to  experience  varying  degrees  of  fiscal  stress.  Since  the 
Legislature's  approval  of  the  room  occupancy  excise,  many 
communities  have  considered  the  excise  as  a  potential  source  of 
revenue  to  support  local  services  and  relieve  fiscal  stress. 

Thirty-eight  states  other  than  Massachusetts  authorize  some 
type  of  local  room  occupancy  tax.    While  some  states  authorize 
specific  or  maximum  rates,  other  states  do  not  specify  rates  at 
all.     Some  states  identify  specific  jurisdictions  for  which  the 
tax  is  authorized,  while  others  authorize  the  tax  for  specific 
types  of  local  government  units.    A  number  of  states,  like 
Massachusetts,  collect  some  form  of  state  room  occupancy  tax  as 
well . 

The  local  room  occupancy  excise  is  imposed  upon  the  transient 
rental  of  rooms  in  hotels,  motels,  or  lodging  houses.  A 
community  can  adopt  the  tax  at  any  rate  up  to  a  maximum  of  four 
percent.     The  Department  of  Revenue  is  responsible  for 
administering  the  excise  on  behalf  of  the  cities  and  towns. 


IMPACT  OF  THE  HOTEL-MOTEL  EXCISE 

Of  the  state's  351  communities,  237  or  67.5%  have  hotel-motel 
excise  revenue  capacity  by  virtue  of  having  at  least  one  part  of 
one  hotel,  motel,  or  lodging  house  within  their  boundaries.  These 
communities  have  estimated  combined  hotel-motel  excise  capacity  of 
approximately  $28.0  million  a  year;  that  is,  if  all  communities 
eligible  to  adopt  the  excise  did  so  (at  the  full  four  percent  rate 
allowed),  annual  total  revenues  from  the  excise  would  be  roughly 
$28.0  million.     Since  a  number  of  communities  have  adopted  the 
excise  at  rates  less  than  four  percent,  the  sum  of  revenue  for 
adopting  and  non-adopting  communities  is  slightly  less  than  $26.0 
million.  (The  estimates  for  hotel-motel  revenue  used  in  this 
report  are  based  on  the  amount  of  state  room  occupancy  revenue 
collected  by  the  Department  of  Revenue  for  each  locality  during 
FY86  —  July  1,  1985  to  June  30,  1986.) 
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COMMUNITIES  THAT  HAVE  ADOPTED  THE  HOTEL-MOTEL  EXCISE 


•  Since  August  of  1985r  81  communities  have  adopted  the 
hotel-motel  excise.  79  of  these  have  hotel-motel  capacity, 
representing  33.3%  of  the  total  number  of  communities  statewide 
that  are  eligible  to  receive  revenues  from  the  excise. 

•  Of  these  79  communities,  18  are  cities,  representing  49%  of 
eligible  cities  and  61  are  towns,  representing  30%  of  eligible 
towns . 


In  terms  of  population  size: 


-  33%  have  populations  of  under  10,000 

-  67%  have  populations  of  over  10,000 


•  By  county,  the  percent  of  communities  that  have  adopted  the 
hotel-motel  excise  out  of  those  eligible  to  receive  revenues  from 
the  excise  is  as  follows: 


County 

%  Adopting 

Adopting 

of 

Eli 

Nantucket 

100% 

(  1 

of 

i) 

Barnstable 

93 

(14 

of 

15) 

Suffolk 

75 

(  3 

of 

4) 

Middlesex 

63 

(20 

of 

32) 

Norfolk 

58 

(11 

of 

19) 

Dukes 

33 

(  2 

of 

6) 

Essex 

31 

(  8 

of 

26) 

Plymouth 

24 

(  4 

of 

17) 

Worcester 

24 

(  8 

of 

33) 

Hampshi  re 

23 

(  3 

of 

13) 

Bristol 

20 

(  3 

of 

15) 

Hampden 

7 

(  1 

of 

15) 

Berkshi  re 

0 

(  o 

of 

24) 

Franklin 

0 

(  o 

of 

16) 

gible 


Of  the  counties  in  which  no  eligible  communities  have  adopted 
the  hotel-motel  excise,  Berkshire  County  has  24  municipalities 
with  some  hotel-motel  capacity  and  Franklin  has  16. 

•  By  kind  of  community,  adoption  of  the  hotel-motel  excise  breaks 
down  as  follows: 


Kind  of  Community  

Economically  Developed  Suburbs 
Growth  Communities 
Urban  Centers 
Resort/Retirement/Artistic 
Residential  Suburbs 
Rural  Economic  Centers 
Small  Rural  Communities 


%  Adopting    Adopting  of  Eligible 


67%  (31  of  46) 

47  (14  of  30) 

35  (15  of  43) 

32  (11  of  34) 

22  (   5  of  23) 

5  (   2  of  37) 

4  (   1  of  24) 


(Kind  of  Community  classification  developed  by  Massachusetts 
Department  of  Education) 
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•  Most  communities  have  adopted  the  excise  at  the  full  four 
percent  allowed.  73  communities  (90%)  initially  adopted  the  excise 
at  4  percent.  The  remaining  8  communities  (10%)  —  Barnstable, 
Boxborough,  Brewster,  Dennis,  Nantucket,  Orleans,  Provincetown , 
and  Sturbridge  —  initially  adopted  the  excise  at  rates  below  the 
maximum,   ranging  from  1.3%  to  2.3%.     Three  of  these  communities 
have  since  raised  their  rates  —  Barnstable  and  Dennis  to  the  full 
4%  and  Sturbridge  from  1.3%  to  2.6%. 

•  The  communities  that  have  adopted  the  hotel-motel  excise  have 
total  estimated  annual  revenue  capacity  of  $23.1  million  annually. 
Thus  far,  a  total  of  $30.38  million  has  been  distributed  to 
communities  in  four  distributions  (December  1985,  June  1986, 
December  1986,  and  June  1987). 

•  Estimated  annual  hotel-motel  revenue  for  these  communities 
ranges  from  $1348  (Townsend)  to  $9,656,252  (Boston). 

•  To  date,  the  City  of  Boston  has  received  over  $17  million  in 
hotel-motel  excise  revenue.     Three  cities  —  Boston,  Cambridge, 
and  Newton  —  have  received  distributions  totaling  over  $1  million 
each.     Another  five  communities  have  received  distributions 
totaling  in  excess  of  $500,000  and  seventeen  have  received 
distributions  totaling  in  excess  of  $100,000. 

•  Among  the  communities  that  have  adopted  the  excise,  estimated 
hotel-motel  capacity  represents: 

—  Between  .007%  and  7.03%  of  total  local  spending,  averaging 
.63% 

—  Between  .014%  and  7.70%  of  total  own-source  revenue, 
averaging  .88% 


COMMUNITIES  THAT  HAVE  NOT  ADOPTED  THE  HOTEL-MOTEL  EXCISE 


•  158  communities  with  hotel-motel  excise  revenue  capacity  have 
not  yet  adopted  the  excise,  representing  67%  of  all  eligible 
communities . 

•  Total  estimated  hotel-motel  capacity  for  these  158  communities 
is  $4.18  million;  that  is,  if  all  of  these  communities  were  to 
adopt  the  excise,  at  the  full  four  percent,  it  is  projected  that 
their  combined  hotel-motel  revenues  would  be  approximately  $4.18 
million. 
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•  Projected  annual  hotel-motel  revenue  for  these  communities 
ranges  from  $2000  to  over  $500,000.     Thirteen  communities  would 
receive  revenues  estimated  at  over  $100,000,  while  four  of  these 
communities  —  Chicopee,  Lenox,  Lowell,  and  West  Springfield  — 
would  each  receive  revenues  estimated  to  be  in  excess  of  $200,000 
per  year. 

•  Among  the  communities  that  have  not  adopted  the  excise, 
estimated  hotel-motel  capacity  represents: 

—  Between  .003%  and  17.5%  of  total  local  spending,  averaging 
.17% 

—  Between  .005%  and  27.47%  of  total  own-source  revenue, 
averaging  .27% 

For  those  communities  that  have  already  adopted  the 
hotel-motel  excise,  hotel-motel  revenue  capacity  averages  .63%  of 
local  spending,  or  almost  three  times  the  average  of  hotel-motel 
capacity  as  a  percent  of  local  spending  for  those  communities 
that  have  not  yet  adopted  the  excise.     In  the  aggregate,  those 
communities  able  to  receive  the  greatest  financial  benefit  have 
already  moved  to  adopt  the  hotel-motel  excise.     However ,  there  are 
still  a  number  of  communities  that  have  not  adopted  the  excise 
but  that  have  significant  capacity. 

This  report  includes  figures  and  tables  that  provide  detail 
for  all  communities  eligible  to  receive  hotel-motel  excise 
revenues  on: 

—  Community  eligibility  and  participation 

—  Estimated  revenues  from  the  excise 

—  Estimated  revenues  from  the  excise  as  part 
of  local  spending 

These  figures  and  tables  are  provided  on  pages  A-l  to  A-19. 


WHY  HAVE  COMMUNITIES  ADOPTED  THE  HOTEL-MOTEL  EXCISE  ? 

The  primary  impetus  for  local  adoption  of  the  hotel-motel 
excise  is  the  need  of  communities  to  produce  additional  revenue  to 
support  local  spending  above  and  beyond  what  they  receive  through 
the  property  tax  levy,  state  aid,  local  receipts,  and  other 
sources.    Although  for  the  majority  of  cities  and  towns 
hotel-motel  receipts  are  not  large  as  a  percentage  of  local 
spending,  the  revenue  generated  through  this  excise  can  be 
significant,  particularly  in  terms  of  the  limited  local  options 
available.     Hotel-motel  revenue  can  be  a  critical  factor  in 
enabling  a  community  to  balance  its  budget.    According  to  Fa?  aouth 
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Selectman  Jack  Gumbleton,   "We  can  expect  to  raise  close  to  half  a 
million  dollars  from  the  excise  —  at  a  time  when  the  town  has  hit 
the  wall  financially."     Tor  Boston,  according  to  Sam  Tyler  of  the 
Boston  Municipal  Research  Bureau,   revenue  from  the  hotel-motel 
excise  —  along  with  jet  fuel  excise  revenue,  state  efforts,  and 
improved  management  —  has  been  critical  in  the  development  of  a 
stable  financial  position  after  eleven  years  of  operating 
deficits . 

Local  officials  report  that  adopting  the  hotel-motel  excise 
provides  three  major  financial  benefits  for  their  communities: 

•  Additional  funds  for  specific  local  needs; 

•  Partial  replacement  of  lost  federal  funds, 
principally  General  Revenue  Sharing;  and 

•  Diversification  of  local  revenue  sources. 

Community  officials  point  out  that  local  development 
obligates  towns  and  cities  to  meet  new,  critical  service  demands 
while  facing  revenue  constraints.     Falmouth  and  Barnstable,  for 
example,  are  undergoing  significant  growth,  according  to  town 
officials,  at  a  time  when  these  towns  have  few  financial 
resources.     In  addition,  particularly  for  Cape  communities,  many 
local  residents  depend  upon  fixed  incomes,  so  towns  are  seeking 
means  to  generate  revenue  from  new  sources  that  will  not  impact 
upon  residents.     Community  officials  believe  that  the  hotel-motel 
tax  is  paid  by  non-residents  who  contribute  to  demand  for  and 
benefit  from  a  community's  infrastructure  and  amenities. 

For  a  number  of  localities,  hotel-motel  revenue  will  cover 
the  costs  of  specific  capital  improvement  projects.  Braintree 
plans  to  use  hotel-motel  revenue  to  support  the  costs  of  road 
improvements  designed  to  ease  traffic  congestion;  Newton  will 
initially  dedicate  revenue  towards  a  library  construction  fund. 

Officials  from  some  communities  that  have  adopted  the  excise 
cite  the  need  to  offset  losses  in  their  federal  general  revenue 
sharing  funds  as  a  factor  in  their  efforts  to  adopt  the  excise. 
Through  state  aid,  Massachusetts  has  partially  replaced  lost 
general  revenue  snaring  funds,  becoming  the  only  state  in  the 
nation  to  do  so.  Local  governments,  however,  are  still  facing  net 
losses  in  revenue  sharing.  Statewide,  general  revenue  sharing 
losses  far  exceed  total  hotel-motel  capacity,  but  estimated 
hotel-motel  capacity  in  some  communities  is  roughly  equivalent  to 
their  revenue  sharing  losses.     In  others,  while  hotel-motel 
capacity  falls  short  of  general  revenue  sharing  losses,  local 
officials  stress  that  adopting  the  excise  can  at  least  partially 
compensate  for  lost  federal  funds.     The  Braintree  Board  of 
Selectmen  initially  considered  the  excise  and  at  that  time, 
decided  not  to  pursue  its  adoption.     Upon  learning  of  the  town's 
expected  heavy  loss  in  revenue  sharing  funds,  the  Selectmen 
reconsidered  the  excise  and  decided  to  recommend  its  approval  as  a 
partial  solution. 
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City  and  town  officials  stress  that  a  third  motivation  for 
adopting  the  hotel-motel  excise  is  that  it  provides  for  revenue 
diversification  in  a  municipal  finance  environment  offering  few 
local  option  vehicles.  Communities  are  limited  by  Proposition 
2  1/2  in  their  ability  to  generate  revenue  through  the  property 
tax,  while  there  are  few  other  sources  of  revenue  to  tap. 

Two  communities  that  do  not  contain  any  hotels,  motels,  or 
lodging  houses  —  Southampton  and  Templeton  —  have  enacted  the 
excise  anyway.     Local  officials  give  two  reasons  for  their 
actions.     First,  if  a  local  hotel  were  developed,  it  would  provide 
needed  future  revenue.     In  addition,  if  a  hotel  or  hotels  were 
built  and  the  tax  was  then  adopted,  the  specific  business  might 
consider  itself  unfairly  targeted.     Adoption  of  the  tax  ensures 
that  hotels  considering  these  communities  as  potential  sites  will 
be  aware  that  the  tax  is  already  in  place. 


WHAT  CONCERNS  HAVE  BEEN  RAISED  LOCALLY  ABOUT 
ADOPTION  OF  THE  HOTEL— MOTEL  EXCISE  ? 

There  have  been  a  number  of  issues  raised  in  communities  as 
part  of  the  discussions  about  the  adoption  of  the  hotel-motel 
excise.  Generally,  communities  located  in  regions  of  the  state 
with  significant  tourism  and  convention  industries  are  concerned 
that  the  hotel-motel  tax  could  have  a  negative  impact  upon 
business.     Communities  are  especially  conscious  of  the  "border 
problem"  —  the  competitive  disadvantage  which  a  community  may 
face  if  it  adopts  the  excise,  while  neighboring  communities  do 
not.  The  Berkshire  Visitors  Bureau,   for  example,   is  firmly  opposed 
to  the  tax,  believing  that  the  Berkshire's  32  communities  would  be 
at  a  "competitive  disadvantage"  with  one  another,  as  well  as  with 
surrounding  states,  because  of  the  region's  unique  geography.  The 
Director  of  the  Bureau,  William  R.  Wilson  Jr.,  feels  that  visitors 
who  are  cost-oriented  will  select  local  destinations  which  have 
not  adopted  the  tax  over  communities  which  have  adopted  the  tax 
when  choosing  vacation  spots.  Tour  groups  are  particularly 
sensitive  to  small  price  differences,  according  to  Wilson. 
In  the  Berkshires,  the  Bureau  and  the  industry  have  actively 
fought  against  local  adoption  of  the  hotel-motel  tax  and  have  been 
successful  in  all  Berkshire  communities. 

Strong  opposition  from  area  hotels  played  a  major  role  in  the 
defeat  of  the  excise  in  the  town  of  Great  Barrington,  for  example, 
where  the  concern  was  that  the  tax  would  drive  guests  to  other 
towns  in  the  area  that  had  not  adopted  the  excise.  The  Lenox  Board 
of  Selectmen  considered  the  hotel-motel  excise,  but  decided  not  to 
endorse  it  because  they  felt  it  would  have  a  negative  impact  upon 
the  local  tourism  industry.  In  Pittsfield,  the  Mayor  felt  that  it 
was  an  inopportune  time  to  adopt  the  excise,  because  of  the 
negative  economic  effect  of  recent  layoffs  by  a  major  local 
business.     It  was  felt  that  imposition  of  the  excise  would  deter 
tourism  and  act  as  a  damper  on  an  already  troubled  local  economy. 
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Local  officials  perceive  the  border  problem  as  being  the  most 
significant  concern  in  considering  the  hotel-motel  excise.  A 
number  of  communities,  including  Braintree,  Danvers,  and 
Lexington,   for  example,  waited  to  see  if  neighboring  towns  would 
adopt  the  tax  before  actively  considering  it  themselves. 
Community  officials  also  believe  that  once  surrounding  communities 
adopt  the  tax,  it  is  impossible  for  those  that  have  not  yet 
adopted  to  maintain  this  position.     Individual  communities  do  not 
want  to  be  pioneers .. .but  once  their  neighbors  adopt  the  excise, 
adoption  in  their  own  community  raises  fewer  concerns. 

The  Cape  Cod  Chamber  of  Commerce  was  especially  concerned 
about  the  border  issue,  recommending  that  all  Cape  communities 
agree  to  adopt  the  same  tax  rate  —  either  1.3%  or  2.3%  —  across 
the  region.     Chamber  Director  Michael  Frucci  says  that  the  Chamber 
felt  that  "it  would  be  a  ridiculous  situation  for  Cape  communities 
to  adopt  the  tax  at  different  rates." 

On  the  other  hand,  some  regional  tourist  councils  and  local 
officials  believe  that  the  tax  is  simply  not  a  deterrent  to 
tourism  at  all.     Brooks  Kelly  of  the  Plymouth  County  Development 
Council  and  Carol  Kelleher  of  the  Pioneer  Valley  Convention  and 
Visitors  Bureau  believe  that  the  tax  merely  presents  a  small 
additional  nuisance  and  that  travelers  usually  only  become  aware 
of  the  tax  when  they  pay  their  bill.     Many  local  officials  concur 
with  this  view,  believing  that  the  hotel-motel  tax  will  have  no 
significant  impact  upon  business. 

Small  hotels  are  more  opposed  to  the  hotel-motel  excise  than 
large  hotels,  believing  that  it  affects  their  business  more 
severely.     In  communities  in  which  the  hotel-motel  tax  faced 
rigorous  opposition,  such  as  Sharon,  where  the  tax  was  eventually 
adopted  by  a  one  vote  margin,  greatest  opposition  to  the  tax  was 
voiced  by  the  local  owner  of  a  small  hotel.  Because  contiguous 
communities  had  not  yet  adopted  the  excise,  there  was  concern  that 
Sharon  establishments  would  be  at  a  competitive  disadvantage. 
Similarly,  in  communities  with  only  one  or  a  few  hotels,  often 
owned  by  local  residents,  opposition  to  adoption  of  the  tax  has 
been  strong. 

Many  industry  representatives,  including  regional  tourist 
councils  and  associations  of  hotel  owners,  believe  that  the 
hotel-motel  tax  is  to  some  degree  a  deterrent  to  convention 
business.    According  to  Ed  McCann  of  the  Greater  Boston  Hotel 
Association,  convention  planners  study  a  number  of  factors, 
including  costs  and  attractions,  when  considering  convention 
destinations.     For  Boston,  especially,  the  additional  tax  combined 
with  other  higher  costs  can  have  a  negative  impact  on  convention 
business.     McCann  also  says,  however,  that  he  does  not  know  how 
significant  the  problem  is  and  that  if  associations  want  to  bring 
their  meetings  to  Boston,  they  eventually  will. 
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Michael  Frucci  of  the  Cape  Cod  Chamber  of  Commerce  believes 
that  the  tax  is  more  of  a  deterrent  to  convention  business  for  a 
resort  area  like  the  Cape  than  for  Boston,  because  price  is  more 
of  a  factor  for  the  smaller  size  conferences  that  are  held  in  Cape 
communities.     Mark  McDermott  of  the  Greater  Boston  Convention  and 
Visitors  Bureau  believes  that  the  tax  is  becoming  more  of  a 
deterrent  in  convention  location  decisions  where  the  awareness 
exists  that  the  tax  is  collected  and  not  returned  to  the  industry 
to  help  fund  convention  centers  or  visitors  bureaus. 

Concern  that  the  excise  could  inhibit  local  growth  has  also 
been  a  factor  in  adoption.  The  City  of  Quincy  currently  has  few 
hotels  and  could  not  expect  very  much  revenue  at  this  time.  Local 
officials  do  not  want  to  put  a  damper  on  attracting  future  hotel 
development  by  adopting  the  excise  now.  Because  a  number  of  hotels 
are  currently  being  developed  in  the  City  of  Springfield, 
officials  have  decided  to  wait  before  moving  towards  adopting  the 
hotel-motel  tax.  Officials  believe  that  future  adoption  of  the 
excise  is  likely,  however,  particularly  with  hotel  development 
underway,  the  potential  for  significant  excise  revenue,  and 
continued  fiscal  pressure. 

Having  undergone  a  period  of  considerable  development,  the 
City  of  Lowell  witnessed  the  opening  of  a  major  new  hotel  in  1985. 
Lowell  officials  discussed  the  hotel-motel  excise  at  that  time, 
but  did  not  move  towards  adoption,  because  they  wanted  to  ensure 
that  the  new  hotel  would  be  in  a  competitive  situation, 
particularly  since  the  city  had  made  a  special  effort  to  attract 
the  development.  City  officials  will  be  reviewing  the  excise  in 
the  near  future,  and  are  considering  supporting  some  special 
tourism  promotion  programs  through  hotel-motel  revenues. 

The  City  of  Chicopee  has  not  yet  adopted  the  hotel-motel 
excise.  The  City,  however,  is  in  the  process  of  implementing  a 
study  of  its  overall  financial  management,  and  one  of  the  major 
areas  to  be  studied  will  be  the  City's  ability  to  generate  revenue 
through  fees.  Local  officials  plan  to  look  at  the  hotel-motel 
excise  as  a  revenue  source  as  part  of  this  overall  process. 

While  it  is  probably  too  early  to  determine  what  effect,  if 
any,  the  hotel-motel  excise  will  have  on  hotel  and  motel  business 
in  communities  that  have  adopted  the  excise,  local  officials  as 
well  as  local  tourism  industry  representatives  report  that  they 
see  little  or  no  impact  on  local  tourism  as  a  result  of  the 
excise.     Officials  from  communities  such  as  Lexington,  Sharon, 
Braintree,  Barnstable,  and  Plymouth  report  that  they  have  not 
received  any  complaints  from  local  establishments  that  business 
has  suffered  due  to  the  imposition  of  the  tax.     In  some  specific 
instances,  local  officials  have  remarked  that  "business  has  been 
really  good"  and  that  the  amount  of  revenue  raised  through  the 
excise  is  beyond  their  expectations. 
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HOW  HAVE  COMMUNITIES  RESPONDED  TO  THE  CONCERNS  RAISED  LOCALLY 
ABOUT  ADOPTION  Of  THE  HOTEL-MOTEL  EXCISE  ? 


A  number  of  Massachusetts  communities  have  responded  to 
concerns  raised  during  discussions  of  the  hotel-motel  tax.  In 
some  cases,  localities  targeted  funds  towards  tourism  promotion 
and  tourism-related  efforts,  both  to  gain  support  for  the  local 
option  excise  and  to  return  some  of  the  benefit  to  the  sector 
through  which  the  funds  were  developed.     Other  communities  adopted 
the  excise  and  made  it  effective  a  number  of  months  later. 
Finally,  eight  communities  (Barnstable,  Boxborough,  Brewster, 
Dennis,  Nantucket,  Orleans,  Provincetown,  and  Sturbridge) 
originally  adopted  the  tax  at  a  rate  below  the  four  percent 
allowed.     Some  of  these  communities  have  maintained  the  lower 
rate;  others  have  increased  the  rate,  implementing  the  tax  in  a 
gradual  manner. 

Prior  to  Proposition  2  1/2,  the  Town  of  Plymouth  appropriated 
funds  for  promotional  purposes.     This  appropriation  was  eliminated 
as  the  town  implemented  the  property  tax  levy  reductions  required 
by  Proposition  2  1/2.     According  to  Bill  Griffin,  Executive 
Secretary  to  the  Board  of  Selectmen,  the  Selectmen  decided  to 
support  the  appropriation  of  some  funds  for  renewed  promotional 
efforts  if  the  hotel-motel  tax  was  adopted,  which  it  was.  The 
town  meeting  also  approved  the  appropriation  of  funds  for 
promotional  efforts.  Similarly,  to  gain  industry  support  for  the 
excise,  Provincetown  plans  to  apply  some  of  the  revenue  raised 
through  the  excise  to  tourism-related  efforts.     Provincetown  also 
took  other  measures  to  gain  support,  adopting  the  excise  with  an 
effective  date  of  January  1,  1987  (six  months  after  the  vote  for 
adoption)  at  a  rate  of  2.3%. 

The  Town  of  Sturbridge  undertook  some  special  efforts  to 
satisfy  the  concerns  of  tourists  and  residents  alike.  According 
to  Kevin  Walsh,  Executive  Secretary/Financial  Manager,  the  town 
adopted  the  hotel-motel  excise  at  a  rate  of  2.6%.     One  half  of  the 
revenue  will  go  into  the  general  fund,  while  the  other  half  of  the 
revenue  will  be  deposited  in  a  separate  account  established 
through  special  state  legislation.    A  Sturbridge  betterment 
committee  will  be  appointed  by  the  Selectmen,  consisting  of  five 
members,  including  one  Board  member;  one  hotel  or  motel  trade 
representative;  the  financial  manager,  executive  secretary,  or 
other  town  administrative  official;  one  member  of  the  planning 
board;  and  one  person  who  is  a  member  of  the  town  safety 
committee,  recreation  committee,  Route  20  safety  committee,  or 
similar  public  sector  organization.  This  committee  will  recommend 
programs  or  projects  to  the  annual  town  meeting  to  "enhance  the 
beautif ication,  recreational  resources,  or  public  safety  of  the 
town  and  which  are  of  clear  mutual  interest  to  the  residents  of 
and  visitors  to  the  town."    The  cost  of  such  programs  will  not 
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exceed  one  half  of  the  available  funds.     The  other  half  of  the 
funds  will  be  U6ed  for  programs  to  promote  Sturbridge  as  an 
attractive  center  for  visitors.     The  Sturbridge  Tourist 
Association  shall  make  recommendations  about  these  projects  to  the 
annual  town  meeting. 


HOW  DOES  A  COMMUNITY  ADOPT  THE  HOTEL-HOTEL  EXCISE  ? 

A  municipality  wishing  to  adopt  the  hotel-motel  excise  must 
vote  to  accept  the  provisions  of  General  Laws,  Chapter  64G, 
Section  3A  and  must  specify  in  the  vote  the  rate  of  the  local 
excise;  the  rate  cannot  be  more  than  four  percent.     The  excise 
must  be  adopted  — 

•  In  towns,  by  a  vote  of  the  town  council,  or  by  a  vote  of 
the  annual  or  a  special  town  meeting; 

•  In  cities  with  Plan  A,  Plan  B,  or  Plan  F  charters,  by  a 
majority  vote  of  the  city  council  with  the  approval  of  the  mayor; 

•  In  cities  with  Plan  C,  Plan  D,  or  Plan  E  charters,  by  a 
majority  vote  of  the  city  council; 

•  In  cities  without  a  standard  plan  charter,  by  a  majority 
vote  of  the  city  council  or  board  of  aldermen,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  charter. 

A  recent  amendment  in  the  law  regulating  the  adoption  of  the 
local  option  excise  requires  that  the  excise  will  take  effect  on 
the  first  day  of  the  calendar  quarter  following  the  vote  of 
acceptance,  or  the  first  day  of  any  later  calendar  quarter  which 
the  municipality  designates,  provided  that  the  vote  is  taken  at 
least  30  days  before  the  beginning  of  the  quarter.     In  addition, 
once  a  city  or  town  has  adopted  the  hotel-motel  excise,  it  may  not 
revoke  its  acceptance  or  change  the  rate  of  the  excise  more  than 
once  every  twelve  months. 

A  copy  of  the  vote  accepting  the  hotel-motel  excise  must  be 
sent  to  the  Commissioner  of  Revenue,  who  collects  the  excise  on 
behalf  of  the  cities  and  towns.    Notification  should  be  in  the 
form  of  a  copy  of  the  vote  adopting  the  excise,  certified  by  the 
city  or  town  clerk.     Because  the  excise  can  only  take  effect  at 
the  beginning  of  the  calendar  quarter,  failure  to  give  the 
Commissioner  timely  notification  will  result  in  a  three  month 
delay  in  the  implementation  of  the  excise.     The  notification  of 
adoption  of  the  excise  or  of  a  change  in  the  rate  must  be  received 
by  the  Commissioner  at  least  10  days  before  the  effective  date  of 
the  adoption  or  rate  change.     The  money  collected  is  distributed 
semi-annually  by  the  Treasurer  of  the  Commonwealth,  to  be  used  as 
a  local  estimated  receipt  by  municipalities. 
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COMMUNITIES  ADOPTING  THE  HOTEL-MOTEL  EXCISE 

TABLE  1 


CITY/TOWN  EFFECTIVE  DATE  RATE 


ACTON 

JULY  1 

1 986 

AX 

ANDOVER 

JULY  1 

1986 

ax 

AUBURN 

NOV  1 

1986 

AX 

BARNSTABLE 

JULY  1 

1986 

2X 

JAN  1 

1987 

AX 

BEDFORD 

JULY  1 

1986 

ax 

BOSTON 

AUG  1 

1985 

AX 

BOURNE 

JULY  1 

1986 

AX 

BOXBOROUGH 

SEPT  1 

1986 

2X 

BRAINTREE 

JULY  1 

1 986 

AX 

BREWSTER 

JAN  1 

1987 

a  a, 

22 

BROCKTON 

JAN  1 

1 986 

AX 

BROOKLINE 

JAN  1 

1986 

/  % 
AX 

BURLINGTON 

NOV  1 

1985 

AX 

CAMBRIDGE 

NOV  1 

1985 

kk 

CHELMSFORD 

JULY  1 

1986 

CHELSEA 

NOV  1 

1985 

AX 

CONCORD 

JUNE  1 

1986 

AX 

DANVERS 

JULY  1 

1987 

AX 

DARTMOUTH 

APR  1 

1986 

AX 

DEDHAM 

DEC  1 

1986 

AX 

DENNIS 

JULY  1 

1986 

2  .3Z 

APR  1 

1987 

AX 

EASTHAM 

JAN  1 

1987 

AX 

EDGARTOWN 

JAN  1 

1987 

AX 

ESSEX 

JULY  1 

1986 

AX 

FALMOUTH 

JAN  1 

1987 

AX 

FOXBOROUGH 

JULY  1 

1 986 

AX 

FRAMING HAM 

JAN  1 

1987 

AX 

GLOUCESTER 

JAN  1 

1987 

AX 

HADLEY 

JULY  1 

1986 

AX 

HARWICH 

JAN  1 

1987 

AX 

HATFIELD 

JUNE  1 

1986 

AX 

HAVERHILL 

OCT  1 

1985 

AX 

KINGSTON 

AUG  1 

1986 

AX 

LEXINGTON 

FEB  1 

1986 

AX 

LUNENBERG 

JULY  1 

1986 

AX 

LYNN 

SEPT  1 

1986 

AX 

MALDEN 

NOV  1 

1985 

AX 

MANSFIELD 

JAN  1 

1986 

AX 

MARLBOROUGH 

OCT  1 

1985 

AX 

MASHPEE 

OCT  1 

1986 

AX 

NANTUCKET 

JULY  1 

1986 

1 .3X 

NATICK 

NOV  1 

1985 

AX 

NEEDHAM 

OCT  1 

1986 

AX 

NEWTON 

NOV  1 

1985 

AX 

NORTHAMPTON 

JAN  1 

1987 

2X 

NORTHBOROUGH 

SEPT  1 

1986 

AX 

NORWOOD 

JULY  1 

1987 

AX 

ORLEANS 

APR  1 

1987 

2X 

PEABODY 

JAN  1 

1986 

AX 

A-2 


TABLE  1  CONTINUED 


CITY/TOWN  EFFECTIVE  DATE  RATE 


PLAINVILLE 

OCT  1 

1986 

42 

PLYMOUTH 

APR  1 

1986 

42 

PROVINCETOWN 

JAN  1 

1987 

2.32 

RANDOLPH 

JUNE  1 

1986 

42 

REVERE 

JUNE  1 

1986 

42 

SANDWICH 

JULY  1 

1986 

42 

SAUCUS 

APR  1 

1986 

42 

SHARON 

JAN  1 

1986 

42 

SHREWSBURY 

JULY  1 

1986 

42 

SOMERSET 

DEC  1 

1985 

42 

SOMERVILLE 

FEB  1 

1986 

42 

SOUTHAMPTON 

JAN  1 

1986  - 

42 

SOUTHBOROUGH 

APR  1 

1986 

42 

STURB  RIDGE 

JULY  1 

1986 

1 .32 

APR  1 

1987 

2.62 

TEMPLETON 

DEC  1 

1985 

42 

TEWKSBURY 

JULY  1 

1986 

42 

TISBURY 

OCT  1 

1986 

42 

TOWN  SEND 

JULY  1 

1986 

42 

TRURO 

DEC  1 

1985 

42 

WAKEFIELD 

JULY  1 

1987 

42 

WALPOLE 

JULY  1 

1987 

42 

WALTHAM 

NOV  1 

1985 

42 

WAREHAM 

SEPT  1 

1986 

42 

WELLESLEY 

JULY  1 

1986 

42 

WELLFLEET 

JULY  1 

1986 

42 

WEST  BOYLSTON 

JAN  1 

1986 

42 

WESTFIELD 

MAY  1 

1986 

42 

WESTFORD 

JULY  1 

1987 

42 

WOBURN 

NOV  1 

1985 

42 

WORCESTER 

APR  1 

1986 

42 

WRENTHAM 

AUG  1 

1986 

42 

YARMOUTH 

JULY  1 

1986 

42 

A- 3 


CO 
I — I 

X 


CD 


LI 
□ 
H 

LU 

< 

(TJ 

z 
o 

H 
I- 
< 
H 

H 

u 

H 

H 
H 
< 
H 

□ 
z 
< 

>- 

H 
J 
H 

m 

H 

ID 

H 
J 
III 

>- 

K 


\ 

u  o 
«J  z 

•h  o 
•J  Q 


If) 
C\J 

nj 


in 

rvi 
m 


u 

oa 

o 

M 
•J 

fd 


z 

D 
Z 
Z 

o 
u 


o 
If) 


O  in 
Z  •* 


tC  0- 
J  O 
oa  Q 

M  < 

o 

•H  Z 


CO 

n 


CD 


10 
ID 


CD 

in 


z 

M 
U  Oh 

•J  o 

•-•  < 

o 

M  2 

•J  O 

W  Z 


A-6 


A-7 


u  uj 

=1  =3 

z  z 

bj  uj 

>  > 

Lu  UJ 

DZ  3C 


*rs^-<iriNir\inNifir>.-^in(C-a>(SN-"nff'0-<^NO^K>JOO^>JKn\c 

0^<£00-JMOON-'rv(--"O^Or^-NNni£lO-J^N-<inOOii)'<->J>C-0-' 


O  O  O  CN  — >  — <  o 


oooocn  —  ooo  —  oo<N<Nino— <oooo  —  ooooo  oo 


— 1  UJ 

H  oc 


O 

r 
l 

u 

H 

C 


=> 

Z 
UJ 
> 

uj 
sc  cc 
oo 

cr  UJ 
— 

CC 

>*  5 
u.  o 

to 

I 

z 

o 


n  o>  «  oo  -<  n 
m  m  iC  «  >c  <C 
vo  c*  <n  n  vo  —  «ar 


niAc'i«jff>Osofloooo^o«NO"ai'M^iA**-«o^-,^OMf*ifM 

N(*lsnO>C(,100XNNOnNlA^(M-<ON«"ff'f>1^,Cr,,s^ff'  O 


—  in  cy\  — 

—   (—1   —   c-|   —    cc  — 

CO  «o 


(N  >C  00 


Nno*i^if\ff'N^.  ff>  n  ^  ^  <n  - «  m  er> 


cn  — 


-  CO  lA  N  1A  B 

in      ci       ^  n 


uj  z 

t-  UJ 

C  D. 

3:  to 

I  — 

J  UJ 

UJ  o 

H  Z 

C  uj 

=  > 

UJ 
CC 


iAN00iAOO»NNn«}av'<inN-ri-«Cir\vC00'sn5»o>K*iAinNaf*iAN-^ 
0*^Nff>OvfN>ON-«oNoo>JCMO""i«-<J«Jriir\-0>j>C^OOi*>iA  -  O  O 

COO  —  OOO  —  OOOO  —  OOOO— «OOeM«N-3-0-<0000— <oooocoo 


a 


UJ 

— 

CO 

vO 
00 


—  NOOmNO^CC^^^WNN^OlAN 

^-"^(NnriooN-o^Nto-N-* 


o*NO»N^ir\riN-N  — <  cn  — •  o       —  — 


—  o  oo  oo  ^  m  —  oc^tNO«jn«jOvOu*»{?^  —  o^-NC^NniAnMN 

mXvO5v<J-J""N?>iA'*OvfsXO0M(*lC00vD-"^NO>Os>}K—  «J00 

^oo^NiftNOOn-'^'A>crsiA^ocn'Cn">%}0*M  —  o^c^-a* 


©s  00  CN  >C  ~  O 
n  m  vo  n  cm  o 

m  C  (*l  N  » 


O^iri-NNir\ri*ffvin«}NiA«JON00-irin<inN-«*c 
n  n  -  c  n  n  ONno^nNinNN-  c-\  — 

CO-  O  — '  CN 


O  <   W  N  N  N 


n  oo  oo  ^ 
«*       oo  m 


>• 
u. 


u 

—  o 

<  z 

—  UJ 

z  > 

Z  UJ 

<  cc 

o  -J 

u  u; 
H  H 

*i 
<- 1 

CO  UJ 
UJ  {- 

o 
z 


O  00  «tf  CN 

O  tO   X  X  vO  it 

O       ff>  t>»  m  n 


OOOO 
OOOO 

O  o  o 


O  OO  lA^ 
v©   I*-  «N 

co-  cn  r- 


so  — 
m  -c 


o  o 


00 

s? 

o 

oc 

00 

Csl 

O 

o 

00 

c 

CN 

00 

sD 

o 

o 

-3- 

vT 

o 

CN 

CN 

sC 

n 

«» 

o 

m 

CN 

CN 

O 

cc 

cc 

vC 

c 

m 

vO 

cn 

r- 

o 

c 

sC 

C 

o 

in 

o 

<T 

LT\ 

<■ 

m 

OC 

o 

m 

CN 

vD 

o 

CM 

«3 

r»» 

«» 

a- 

o 

o 

r~ 

sD 

o 

CN 

00 

r-i 

(-1 

r- 

ON 

m 

o> 

o 

c*t 

o 

o 

o 

sD 

m 

o 

CN 

c 

m 

O 

o 

CN 

<—l 

m 

vO 

<■ 

«or 

oo 

e-> 

ac 

CM 

O 

rn 

m 

m 

cc 

CN 

>3 

in 

>© 

cn 

ON 

m 

CN 

H 
>• 
t— t 


* 
* 

Id 
J 
09 

cc      <  a 

£  UJ  Z  f-  oc 

Z  >  as  co  o 

O  O  o  z  u. 

H  Q  ta  «  ta 

u  z  =>  <  UJ 
<   <   <  CO  (O 


* 

* 

o 
o 
cc 

o 


UJ 


0Q  — 
CO  (Q  PB 


O  M 

H  -J 


z 

O  uj 

H  O 

u  o 

z  — 


<  o 

UJ  cc 

CO  O 

J  CJ 

U  UJ  z 

x  z  o 

u  u  u 


*  H 

to  o 

oe  o  r 

u  r  < 

>  H  = 

Z  CC  Q 

<  <  UJ 


* 

«  z 

Z  H 

Z  CO 

UJ  < 

Q  UJ 


z 

o 

H 

OC 

< 

U 
Q 
UJ 


* 

Z  Z  0C 

U  <  UJ 

=>  Z  H 

o  o  to 

OC  Z  UJ 

O  t-i  cj 

to  r  o 

x  <  o 

C  a  J 

b.  U.  U 


J      z  o 

O  J  z  c  OC 

I  J  h  O  H  U  * 

U  UJ  Z  H  o  to  z 

hh  ef  n  z  z  uj 

SU.UJO'-'UJZO 
0CH>ZXZZJ 

<<<HUD>< 

—  —  -  2: 


>- 

UJ 
— 

< 

z  z  z  z 


A- 8 


uj  uj 

i  i 

u.  bS 

>  > 

UJ  UJ 

ec  cc 

UJ  u 

I—  ec 

O  =3 

r  c 

i  to 

-j  i 

UJ  z 

P  3t 

c  o 


bJ 

1 

UJ 

> 

UJ 
«C  ec 
00 

O  tiJ 

—  U> 

ec 
to 


z 

O 


2. 
u:  Z 

{-  UJ 

C  c 

s:  to 
• 

J  UJ 

UJ  - 

I-  z 

C  uj 
—  > 

UJ 

ec 


o 
z 

•—I 

c 
z 

UJ 

c 

tr. 
00 


ff>irin(N^f»iANff-  —  ^rii^sjiAi^on^Nao^^  O  —  O  O  o-  O  <?  ©  m  m  C  C  rs 
^t^'CDC*c*>oocc*imr"i*£>v©o«jmocMr"»CM<j--  CMrio©r'-CcccM©r««>r!o«j— •  cm  — •  •""> 

—  O  —  O  —  OOOOOOeOCCMOCOOCOOOOCMP")©©—  ©r-»o©00©  —  ° 


>CNN-«irinff'^j  ooONff>Nn»<iAnNNCOncooi^Nff''^ff,N*N«s  r»-  cm  o  r*"' 

CJNoOtne^oomcM  5^  m  in  n  >j  ^      >C  tt  n  m  —  ©r~>ni/>\C>»£)r-~o^cJ^mr^>3  oo  ff>  r>  n  v£> 

NCDf»NBn00P'Oir\NO'*l**O'»-''Nvea-N*lANNnnNNlAO'*lO^C 
—•CM         —   CM  <;    O-   —  —   «ff         ,g>         c">         CMCM—«CM—"«—  —  CM  —  |A  —  f> 


iCN—lf\C>C^<}CC>ClAi£<00lAninNNiC^I^SO^91OCO»*>nOlA«}"S^  * 

—  o  —  ©  —  ocooooococmocooooooo  —  cmoo—  o^oooeo  —  o 


0CiA»iACC0O<C~<  ©  cm  o  O^jOr-c^c^ 


oo^n>cif\ifiooC'9  wo  oc  «s 


N  N  N  -  ^  m  N  C    O  vC 


>■ 
U. 


u 

<  z 
X  uj 
z  > 

Z  UJ 

<  oe 
o  J 

UJ  UJ 
*-  H 

£  i 

Hi 

CO  u 
UJ  H 
O 


in  r-~ 
—  co 


n  iA  x  ci  oo  n 
en  <y  —  cm  — 


ITS 


•5  CM  00 

•a- 


•tf  —   CM  — "  CM   CM   00  CM 


N  00  C 
CM  CM 


00**-^^<9NOO«JC 
tCNOOOOCOO^C^O  ©  CO  CM 

omf'f-.eMrx.  —  m©  o  *  s 


o^—  C-5CM00OOOO  ©  m 
©ooa-oor^ooooco©  Ot*. 
©  ©  «9  OOxvOcncOO^Oifi^ 


CM 

CO 

O 

o 

o 

c 

o 

o 

CM 

00 

m 

© 

c 

CM 

rn 

c 

CM 

o 

c 

o 

MJ 

MD 

c 

00 

O 

— 

CO 

o 

o 

m 

o 

m 

CM 

CM 

««■ 

CM 

I  i 


-tfcM^iz-soo^vooooomcMoc^o  —  cm  —  o  — 
eown-ovwriNic^tnift      sc  o      n  oo  <c  \c 
—  cm  —  —  r->      eo  —      cm  —.cm 


9  O  ^  O  -9 


n  in  ^ 


o 
u 


03 


>- 
•—i 


u 

Q  X 

J  O 

U  «  H 

—  C  UJ 

una. 
t/j  _j  ~ 

Z  K  V) 


+  * 

♦  z  o  5 

*  O  X  UJ  c 
H    «H         HO*        -J  H 

u  a.  oe      *      J  x  u  =  x 

U*<Z<eoOZX>XZ»JUJ*-ilO 

xoxoxxo<©zot-iooc:xx 

H  —  OHr-r-:*uJec«-2::>CUJCO 
zHU3oeocac»3<<><oz>zo 

<<UUOCCKUJJK<U<< 

zzzzzzzop-e-o-CLoeeetoto 


>> 
ec 
x 

GQ 

Z  lO  10 

C  :*  os 


UJ  O 
H 

e. 

u  h  r 
>  £ 


U  « 

X  UJ 

o  u  z  >. 

oe  o  o  ec 


ec  — 


tc  uj  uj  u:  f- 

«  £  31  2 

s  x  o  c  o 

Vi  t/5  t/5  Cfl  t/5 


O  M 
GQ  CC 

x  eo 
H  ec 

gg 

to  to 


H  O  >- 

U  09  K 

J  W  5 

ft.  ^:  cc 

s  5  to 

uj  u 

H  H  H  H 


i2g 


o  >■ 

J  UJ 

uj  uj  r  r  -j 

—  j  <  <  to 

O  U.  O  X  X  u 

BC  U  O.  h  U  J 

3  y  J  J  K  J 

OC  <  <  <  <  UJ 

H  3  3  3  3  3 


O 
H 
lO 
H  -J 
UJ  >- 
UJ  O 

J  eo 
U. 

-J  H 

•JJ  to 

UJ  UJ 
3  3 


A-9 


o 
u 

u 

CQ 


to  to 

=>  => 

z  z 

CO  lO 

>  > 

CO  tO 

at  ac 

J  UJ 

to  c_> 

f—  ae 

c  2 

s:  c 

I  tO 

-J  I 

UJ  z 

p  :* 

o  o 


to 


> 
u 

vC  et 

oc 

cr  to 

—  U 

oc 

>*  2 
u.  O 

CO 

I 

z 

O 


o 
z 

J  O 

u  z 

t-  to 

C  Bl 

z:  to 
i 

•j  to 

SO  => 
H  Z 
O  to 
s  > 
to 
oc 


>- 

u. 


U 
J  => 

<  2 
-  U 

z  > 

z  to 

<  « 

O  J 
U  CO 
t-  H 

2i 
->  i 

H  -J 

CQ  U 
CO  f— 

o 


B 

H 

>• 
t- 


O  N  -   a  CO  O 

—  r«»  xO  r-i  —  fx. 
O  O  —  O  ©  «» 


00 
00 


O  N  N  ^  10  00 

xC  o>»  o  irt  «o 

c*>  oo  fn  cr>  o 
■.a*  «. 

ct*  — «  0s  ©>  o  ^ 

n  ff^  r»  r» 

1*1  O  <t  lA  <}  CO 


CN  — i  CN   O  — ' 


K  M  H  M  H  M 

vC  0C  C   N  >J  in 
O  lA  N  N  (*1 
•  ••••• 

O  O  —  O  O  «9- 


C  0£ 

JO  u  z  z 

U  B  H  <  H 

H  O  Z  Vi  S  3 

|L  |L  X  III  H  O 

H  h  s  u  z  r 

CO  CO  09  oc  to  oc 

CO  U3  O  C  0C  < 

_i  :*  _t  3  _»  >■ 


CI 

o 


O 

Bi 

m 

CM 
xO 

«. 

CM 


»xf 

m 

xC 


1  CN 

ox 

c 

Ox 

m 

u 

1  xD 

oc 

in 

rxi 

in 

in 

z 

1  m 

xO 

en 

xC 

m 

t-l 

w 

m 

o. 

1  oc 

in 

xO 

xC 

x? 

fx. 

z 

m 

m 

cr 

CM 

fN 

CO 

1  ^ 

r*. 

c 

O 

r"i 

in 

0- 

co 

1  m 

fx. 

xC 

ci 

fx. 

Ox 

CN 

1  c-i 

00 

xC 

xC 

00 

o> 

CO- 

xC 

o 

xC 

«9 

O 

xO 

fx. 

o 

o 

fx. 

xO 

xC 

o 

f»» 

o 

ri 

m 
«. 

c 

xO 

o 

o 

xO 

rs 

c 

-» 

«» 

CN 

x9 

oo 

»— ■ 

#> 

o 

cs 

<f> 

CO 

u 

CO 

> 
< 

< 

H 

o 

H 


ff 

m  •  2 

m 

°sa 

•I  A  n 
—  • 

b>  xt 

■  ■  0 

•  >  JO 

o 

N  >.p 
0  B  w 

•i  *i  e 
m 

w  —  >» 

f 

e  o  u 


—  e 
>  I  o 

o 


I*: 


*<  r  ■ 

•  o 

b.  m  0 
O  V  -t  • 

K  • 

4.  —  M  — 
<M  O  K  «< 
W  CI   •  — 

o.- 

•  •  c  ■ 

•  9  w  u 


•  • 

•  - 

X 

e 

w 

>-  • 

**  £ 

•  —  o» 

X  c  - 

0*** 

e 

—  w 

T  ■  • 

v  o 

•  0  £ 

it 

«  u  ^ 

o  >- 

a 

U  *t 

e  •  e 

Ij  — 

T  £  0 

m  u 

■  *> 

•  • 

HM  1 

o  X 

—  • 

• 

C  «J 

u  e 

-   C  • 

e>  •  u 

I" 

—  o  ■ 

e  v 

x.  k> 

• 

o  •  ■ 

e  w  • 

0.  • 

i  •  * 

•   w  • 

•  « 

X  3  ■ 

•  —  — i 

*  o  — 

•  c 

«-  *l 

—    •  x. 

IS' 

•  • 

KB*. 

•  • 

—  -* 

O.  >  B 

e  • 

S  B  K 

•  x, 

■  V  ■ 

w  — 

**  ■  • 

*i   0  «- 

—  -  • 

O  U 

u  — 

c  •  e 

■  u 

■  M 

■ 

X       -  -0 

BJ 

coxa 

o  c 

a  ■  h  *< 

■  « 

O   1  B 

*l 

—  •  • 

x.  —     •  fcj 

•  CM 

x  am 

x  s  a  e» 

B    •    ■  *. 

v  0  m 

~  "  • 

-  ■  -  c 

K  V 

x-  •  — 

•  x  n  e 

M  n  >»  e 

0  > 

<x  — ' 

•  •CO 

•  — 

a  a  a 

a  b  - 

•  T  • 

—  X    B  C 

—  •  *> 

B  U 

c.  ~  —  • 

•  els 

0  B  ■ 

■     ci  a 

V       B  JD 

-  =  - 

C  T   ■  X 

OOn« 

-   c  w 

*>  a  a 

•  *J    O  x. 

9  B 

*j  «-> 

1     •  *> 

C  >  x, 

a  &.—  o 

m*  v—  m 

B  0 

—  0  •  c 

•  c  —  - 

1 

tJ  —   C  T  £ 

•  a  o  a 

O  V  u 

^  -  X 

a     ■  a 

Xx.  • 

•  u 

—  •IX 

O  x, 

w  «J  la 

*.  a  — 

B  K   C  TJ 

o  o  a 

art  x  a  • 

£  CI  B 

tx  ■  B 

e  mm 

*»  «  ■  > 

1  • 

9  e  o  a 

•  — 

B 

I   C  X  - 

•  X,  T  L 

**  o  a  a 

Gb*J  a  bl 

o  ■  r 

T  x,  ■ 

•  a  e  a 

c-  x 
■  o  r 

•  T  a 
x  o  a  a 


■   •  •  w 

Bi  ■  B»  » 

o  o>  a  b 


B)   C  -D 

o»  X  c 


s  o  e 

C  w  o 
3  — 

IBM 

a  a 

C  b.  ■ 

—  z  — 

CM 

•  -  a 

3bH 

C 


e 

—  a  a 


■  M  L> 
0   B   B  — 

K  —  M  «■ 

•o  —  •< 

CT3  O 
C  —  H 

—  t     •  4- 

m  a  a 

0.  •  a  », 

o  a  a 

"o  m  K  m 

a  —  u  o 
m  c  c 
c  — 

CM  B 

a  a  — 

e  x  a 

c  M  X  M 

—  mt 
M  S  X 

B   K   C  • 

■  e  3  a 

b.  —  c  9  — 
O  N  bi  BJ  • 

%i  mm  O  CI  M) 

c    x  a  bi 

M  .  M  x  o 

I-  o  c 

■  ■  •  a 

pa  «      C  b 
—  «r  o 

C  -  B 


a  -  o  o 

e  k  %<  m 

9  h  c  e 

»5  S  -  - 


■ 


A-12 


uj 
P 
z 

UJ 

> 


CO 

H 
Z 
D 
S 

o 
u 

o 
z 

H 
c- 
O 
«  D 
•J  < 

<  Z 

E  Q 

UJ 

H 

o 

&. 

UJ 

S 
H 


UJ 

-J 

CQ 


UJ  UJ 

X  3 

z  z 

UJ  UJ 

>  > 

UJ  UJ 

CC  2C 


UJ 

u 

x 
O 

CO 

I 

Z 

O 


UJ 


UJ 

> 

UJ 

so  x 

CO 

C  UJ 
—  U 

x 

>•  a 
u.  o 
oo 
I 

z 

O 


-J  o 

UJ  z 

H  x 

C  ft. 

5:  to 
I 

-J  X 

x  a 

E-  Z 

C  uj 

X  > 

UJ 
X 


UJ 
Ou 
CO 

vO 

oc 


u 
J  a 

<  z 
a  uj 
z  > 

Z  UJ 

<  x 

a  J 

uj  u 
H  H 

£  £ 

H  J 

00  UJ 

uj  H 
O 
X 


z 

c 

H 

>« 
H 


fr"4  ^""^    fr-f    fr"4    ^/  t  £  fr-f  ^-f  t  f  ^4    ^4  frf  ^4 

tO  \C  m  o  -  NiftCOiTi>}N»nXi*iNN*N\C>ccoff>vC  -  r^u"iCMin>C»j^mr"iac  ff>  n 

OO^NONOjON  -  —  ©  cy>  O  »J  ©  —  r»»  —  _ «  p"i  CM  r-»  O  —  r">CMfN(— (OO^OOO  00— « 

OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOCNOOO— 'OOOOOO—  ooo  oo 


on<Jir\<J-<o«c>co<jff>riNo\inNNNff>«jo>oxo'*i^"^0'ft--0(N(N^N  in  >o 

N^noN^rln0^lAc^lA^eff1-oo^«^c^4noN^NN^on^lfl^n^  so  r»» 

»«lAnNN^^nO0t!^<}—  jO^N^^O^O  —  ^OOnOO'C-^tr'^COCTv  —  CM  CO 

>Tl40C^»(N«C>OOCC>C(*l<<NOONNN-<«Jnff>N00  009»riC>iftNvCNlAi^  (SI  C> 


<  >c  ff1  < 
</>—.  —  —.  t—> 


cn  — 

CM 


—  _r-~  —  lt\  cnj  ac  — . 

cn 


CM  00 


—  u~>  ao 


•3*  CM  <£>   vO  CM  — 


OO  —  — .O— .©r-iO  —  O  —  ONOMO-^-OtMN.}ff'ON--NCiAOCO  r~  — 
OOOCOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOCMOOOOOOOOOO—  ooooc 


—  —  —  (OsCNsC^f^vO  —  sO   OO~N<JintN^'s--"-iCaf*IC0-Mf*1ff>00ff'00  oo 
C0^vO(NNsOnN-inNNN<«J00-veCM--"riff>lflvC-O>CO^O\C00N  -    \C  CM 

o«j^<coo^x<JCM^f>.-no'*i*9>cc»io-<oe>DNiAoe5vfloON>*oo>f'Cri 


iCniAnO-^ci^NN  -  cm  —  ^  n  n  - 
</>  n  n  cm  ia  cn  —      »y  — 


CM  00 


On  —  —  O  —  — 


ia  cn  O  cn  r»»  — 


CMoOOOoOvOOOOOOOO^OOvO^cmOOoOOO^O-JOOOO^CMCOcm  o 
C^OOCMOOO—  OOOC  OO^JOOr^  —  mOOOCCMO>OOOCO-^OOOC^  o 
iriOOmOOOOOOOOOOCMOOmcMsO«ffOOcnOOOOOOO  —  -tfOOCM  O 


CM©00C*CMCMCM  —  CMOCMCMCM—  OOCMCM^ 
</>  —  CM  CM  O         —  — < 


OONNONOONNNNMftNO 

o  —  —  c">  •J'  — 

—  CM 


CM 


>- 

X 

r  = 
<  x 

T.  3  tfl 

<  < 

O  [  I 

< 


to 


t 

H  H  -J 

IA  'J  U 

0C  Z  i-<  J 

'  ]  H  U.  O 

X  J  S  X 

r  k  »  h 


§ 

X 

o 
oa 

UJ 

J 
H 
H 


£<<<<<< 


u 

X  X 
UJ  X 

>■  < 

<  X 


r  o 

<  H 

~  CO 

w  — 

H  z  x 

iL.      —  < 

x  -J  z 

U  -J  X 

UJ   UJ  UJ 


X 

u  H 

H  Q  Z 

<  J  o  z 

3  uj  r  c  r 

Z  UJ  M  X  H  < 

c  l;  —  — 

H  5  Z  X  X  H 

C  X  X  X*  =  X 

03  pj  B  U  U  U 


o 
-J 

u 

— 

u. 

X  X 

X  UJ 

H  H 

00  CO 
UJ  UJ 
X  X 


X 
X 


H 

z  u  z 

<    O  (A  H 

r  h  co  < 

j  z  <  x 

»-  X  -J 

X  _3  O  O  O 

w  u  u  u  u 


>- 
< 

3 


z 

o 

X  H 

>-  r  z 

X  <  z  o 

3  s  o  2: 

IS  H  H  H  h 

x  to  CO  x  > 

X  <  <  U  X 


rj 


o  a 

H  J 
U  X 

Z  Z  M 

M  O  X 

r  h  x 

S  pi  u 

=>  <  w  _ 

uaoouwx  u 


A-13 


uj  ui 

a  => 

Z  Z 

>  > 

UJ  uj 

cc  at: 


uj  y 

H  ac 

is 

I  to 

-J  I 

uj  Z 
H  3 

o  o 

=  I 


£  1 

Z  I 

U  1 

>  1 

U  1 

CC  I 

OC 

UJ  1 

U  1 

3£  | 

>• 

3  | 

U. 

O  1 

in  | 

1  1 

Z  | 

2  1 

O  1 

— , 
o 

OC 

O 

o 

o 

CM 

o 

mm 

r-i 
O 

ia 

OC 

— 

<r 
o 

LA 

O 

O 

00 

ICO' 

O 

o 

_ 

OC 

m 

— 

o 

o 

O 

CM 

CI 

o 

c 

O 

o 

O 

LA 

o 

CM 

o 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

O 

o 

O 

3 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

in 

o 

cm 

c 

c 

O 

o 

O 

o 

e 

*4^lAifip«UiniAiCOO|iAnO-»OmO,-'>}ONO,N5,^-*,*,rsP1,fi0t)00lAn 


cm 


©  o 
n  «  n  is 


iC  cm  m  o  m 


—  N  <0  N 
CM  — 


CO  —        -  N  rl  4  N 


vO  <C  iO  >C 
tA  CM 


n  oo  ^  ce 


u 


—  a 

u  z 

r-  UJ 

O  o. 

2T  t/5 
I 

_J  u 

u 

H  Z 

O  uj 

—  > 

UJ 
OC 


u 
z 


UJ 

a. 

in 

MO 
CO 
C 


5- 

u. 


u 

-J  => 

<  z 

=3  UJ 

z  > 

Z  UJ 

<  cc 
o  -J 

UJ  UJ 

«-  H 

£  £ 
i 

H  -3 

00  U 
UJ  H 

O 


z 
u 


Ou-»OOf^O<^mOO'>»«jOC>Or«.-«cMOOO—  OcmOO>  —  —  —  OCMOOOOO 


O 


OOOOOOOOOCOOO^OOOOOOOOCCOO-a-OCMOOOOOOOO 


o  —  r>»  cm  o*  in  ©  —  ^o^O^**^*  -  oo  —  <irtir\NXao9>N->  oo  —  n  n  ™  ca  in  m 


^   Ifl  N  * 

<j  -  ffi  n 


in 


o>  ^  >e  *o 


—  r-  oo  oo  en  — ■ 
—  — 


CM  CM 


in  ifi  CM 

cn 


ac  —  r». 

o 


e>  «a- 

CM  CM 


in  — 1 


vDCNvDoOOOOOO02 

cy»p>»fno»ooooo-*>o 
—  cMOf-OOOOon 


©©CO©00«»©©«»©©©>0«3>CM 
OOOOOOCMOOfMOOOcn«Of*. 

r«.  o  —  oooer>oo«Moo»oaor«»  — 


ooooooooooo  o 

©0©CM©«»OM3©  O 
OOO—O  —  Of^O  o 


CM  —  C>  O  CM 
00  CM  — 


CM  CM  CM  ^  C*  © 


CM 


«£)  CM  CM  CM  —  CM  CM 
CM  O 


f»  CM  O  l*» 


~  m  oo  o  O 

CM 


CM  ^ 

o 

CM 


CM  ^  CM   O  CM  O 


z  uj  u 

U  >  OC 

>  —  =3  < 

^  a  e  Q 


t— 
H 

JJ  — 

CC  0C  _3  U  OC 
UJ  —  -J  H  O 

><<«-«  -J 


OC 

UJ  Z 

Z  UJ 

Q  S 

cc  cn 

<  o 


UJU-U.LuU.UU 


a  z 
-J  o  > 

O  fc«  jo 
z  J*  z 

S3  2 
u  u  u 


o 

H 

z  X 
—>  U 
K  Q  Z  =5 

ac  -3  zoo 
<  u  Z  o  H  cc 

as  —  C  *  cc       a  uj  f-  U  =  C 

LuHUU><Z^ZZ  ZUCQ 
HZJO>U3<0<-tO        H  H  1/1 

<iJ«-ioCjJ>'^WJH3U 

UJUJXZZ3_J_ls.QJZv-)2 
OCOu<<<<000   =  3=30-< 

U'v"  =  =  =  =  =  =  =  =  ==:-<_: 


H 

cc 

CC 

c 

UJ 

UJ 

z 

UJ 

< 

-j 

CO 

H 

o 

H 

UJ 

u 

to 

H 

in 

— 

C 

z 

z 

UJ 

J 

UJ 

UJ 

z 

u. 

Cu 

ac 

X 

1— 1 

UJ 

-J 

-J 

-3 

C 

z 

< 

< 

C 

3: 

a 

H 

UJ 

u 

as 

— 

to 

z 

UJ 

z 

c 

s- 

H 

z 

ac 

ac 

cc 

> 

UJ 

UJ 

UJ 

UJ 

i — 

c 

< 

J 

J 

J 

J 

_ 

-3 

o  o  j 


u 

UJ 

=> 

Z 

> 

> 

u 

UJ 

0£ 

— ; 

UJ 

uj 

u 

H 

O 

X 

s 

1 

on 

—J 

1 

f-7 

2 

H 

O 

C 

_ 

uj 

a 

z 

UJ 

> 

UJ 

vC 

sc 

00 

o> 

Id 

U 

3t 

9 

u. 

O 

CO 

1 

z 

C 

u 

z 

M 

_ : 

Q 

uj 

z 

UJ 

C 

2- 

X 

00 

1 

"*■■» 

_J 

uj 

uj 

H 

z 

C 

> 

Ed 

a: 

u 

z 

Z 

uj 

e_ 

en 

>c 

00 

>- 

b. 

UJ 

— 

a 

< 

Z 

UJ 

z 

> 

z 

UJ 

< 

ss 

J 

u 

UJ 

H 

H 

< 

x 

X 

» 

u 

r ,  -, 

z 

o 

>* 

H 

«— i 

u 

-^OC-CMOOOOO.*--  MOM- •  O  CM  O   O  ©  —  oo  n  -  O  <M         >n  —  OO^O  —   sO  ff>  O    N  - 

oo^oooooor^oooooooooooooooooooo-^ooo— >ooo 

cm 


8lA-*»nOO»n<JNON0COn«ft****N^"«nN*ONOO<*I^N9> 


CM  — « 


CM  >0 


ao  m 

ON  o 
00  o 

0* 


oen-«»N«nr>irio>AOiAf,'»ift's-N*OOi«>ON-M^oo*sn^in->in  0">  cm 
©©«»-*OOOOCMmOcMO  —  Oo  —  OOO  —  c^  —  — «©CMC-icM©©CM©~c-ir*c  — '  — ■ 

©OvOOOOOOOr^OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO  —  ©  ©  O  —  ©  OO 


«J  p"i  C">  O  ><*> 
cm  o.  m  in  r*  oo 
ci  oo  rn  o  cm  — 


n^NOO(N-iA«fN^inB-00NN4O8^O','->T'fiON-<«  tTN.a* 


f^r^f^^r^oNOO-"© 
CMoo^CM'tfriONOOm 


lA-JfMf^O^>CCNlA.J*vO>J  —  ©00 


>C  lA  C 


m  — 

CM  — 


N  *  vfi 


^  00  l«  O         •»   O  M  N  -J 


m  — .  o* 


—  CM 

in 


r-»  —  f*»  x 


—  O 


OvOOoO©0©©QOCMOOvO<9©0©OxC>0^0000©\0©^©00©OS©  O  \D 
«JO»O00OOOOOvO  —  00»nOOOOO  —  OnoOOOOOOnOvCOOOOnOO  o  ^ 
cncMO^OOOOO00cnoOOCMQ>OOOm>£OOOOOO*3-Oa0OOOONCO  o» 


O^OmCMCMCMCMCMCMvOCMCM  —  CM 

co      o  cm  -"J  r"i  — 

CO 


©  CO  CM  CM  — •  CM  \©  © 


CMCMCMCMr«»CMONOCMCMOO 

»j      in  o  so 


CM   cm  m 


o  * 

at  z 

o  o 

Z  S3  H 

UJ  uj  U 

=  J  -J 

=  a  a 

h  a  a 

u;  —  >— 
XXX 


a  sc 

oc  ©  t/5 

C  as  — 

U.  _J  _J 

-J  J  -J 

—  — '  — 
XXX 


UJ  >- 

©  w 

Z    J  2 

C    <  UJ 

c/5  H  H 

o  c 

x  x  ~ 


o 

DC 

o 


Z  Z  3 


X  Z  Z 


u 

o 

as 

C 

J 

8 

UJ 

X. 

z 

Q 

at 

H 

CO 

> 

Id 

1— 1 

UJ 

se 

O 

es 

X 

O 

a 

CO 

as 

O 

< 

Q 

t« 

< 

-j 

u. 

—J 

c 

o 

Z 

H 

UJ 

i—i 

UJ 

u. 

Q 

►> 

< 

< 

< 

3£ 

QC 

M 

a 

UJ 

ac. 

cr 

m 

U. 

-J 

-j 

as 

£ 

a 

a 

X 

UJ 

X 

OS 

g 

H 

H 

H 

H 

H 

3 

3 

3 

QC 

X 

S£ 

S£ 

0£ 

a: 

UJ 

UJ 

UJ 

i 

6 

C 

C 

C 

O 

O 

O 

< 

z 

z 

z 

Sb 

z 

z 

z 

Z 

Z 

z 

z 

c 

o  o 

X  H  -J  Z 

<  oo  uj  O  Z  Q 

=  ft.  m  h  X  H  Z 
U  B(u)hU.U><<00 

u  ukjuiuuzcoz 
zcoxuj^hzzzox.  _ 
<mj(.mhmmv:ouu3 

OOa.o.a.&.o.O'aeofacoeoeae 


O  H 

Z  0£ 

<  O  >• 

j  a.  u 


_j 

UJ  X 

CO  UJ 

CO  -J 

=5  < 

ac  co 


>-1  g 


fa]  UJ 

i  i 

UJ  u; 

>  > 

cc  ix 


^  n  -  ^  r->c-»©ocM©o©©  —  cmco©cc<£>©  — i  o  iri  <c  O  —  O  —  O  «3  n  >c  ecc  C  © 
ooo—  oooooooooooooooooooooooccc  —  ooccccc 


—  fa3 

u.  u 

c  2 

a:  c 

I  to 

-J  I 

u_  Z 

o  c 


U- 

I 

fa] 

> 
u 

v£>  DC 

oc 

c  u 
—  u 
cc 

£8 

to 
I 

z 

C 


iCiC^n^iAQOoon-- "Nff'niAiAOecOff'- <Nr»MC*Nbnfr 


—  0s  — ■  —  — i  cm 


cm  irs 


O  —  CM 


CD 

rn 

cr 

CM 

•0 

oc 

CI 

o- 

rj 

•c 

oc 

e 

cc 

lA 

oc 

vC 

oc 

t-~ 

CM 

f-» 

m 

m 

C 

r-i 

r-, 

cr 

0> 

m 

MS 

>c 

tr> 

cc 

o- 

r-i 

tM 

CM 

• 

o* 

m 

oc 

r~ 

O 

-3- 

z 

»-" 

J  o 

u:  z 

f-  u: 

C  c 

r  co 
i  — 

—3  LL 

u:  S3 
t-  z 
C  u: 
=  > 
fa] 


M 

»-* 

»M? 

»-» 

M 

•>» 

M 

*■* 

*-? 

e-' 

in 

<r 

CM 

vC 

© 

•a- 

<r 

CM 

C 

CC 

fN 

cc 

CM 

|A 

cc 

o- 

m 

CM 

IT 

tNI 

© 

c 

o 

CM 

C 

© 

© 

oc 

c 

© 

© 

© 

© 

in 

© 

c 

© 

m 

C 

c 

o 

c 

c 

c 

l/-> 

© 

c 

c 

C 

c 

© 

© 

© 

© 

O 

© 

o 

c 

c 

© 

© 

© 

© 

O 

© 

O 

© 

© 

© 

c 

© 

© 

O 

© 

© 

© 

© 

c 

© 

© 

© 

o 

c 

c 

o 
z 


to 

CC 


OOcsilN—  CX(NCO'vNiAvCCCN0Cn  —  —  N^iCOcK-^MsJKP'  —  ncCf^^r", 


C-M—  NCOC^mfM^^ai^vCfMC 
CM—  CO  CM  CM  —         —  —  ^ 


CI  f»»  CO 


C  M  C  N  n  \C 
«9  —  CM 


CM  mT>  «"">  CM  © 


>- 

u. 


-  © 

<  z 

p  u 
z  > 
2  u_- 

<  cc 

O  -= 

fa]  U-" 

H  r- 

i 

H  J 
M  U 
U  H 
O 
= 


4COteieoON<eo<}oooooocooO4KoooO)0OOtCNKtcc<}  o  o 
«cocosNooe>no«9ocoocoooooN<*ooooir\oo",e>'4rtOc  o© 

NO>^riNoO<<}C<£'OOOOOOOOOOiCinoOOOxOONBN'-00'OC 


in  n      m  >c  <j  ts 

—  CM 


C^CMr-lCMCMeO©©CMCMCMCMCMyCCMCMCMCCO  —  CMCM\ClAf~»CM0C  —  ©CC 
CO        CM  CM  —  —  CM  —  CO  CM         —  CM 

— *  CM 


3 

o 

>■ 


O 

•J 
>•  u: 

oc  —  u 

©  fa.  H 

co  w  <  z 

in  «-<  ©  C 

**  a  h  M 

j  z  H  u 

<  <  U  fa3 
V)  (A  V)  IA 


©  to  * 

J  2 

U  K  H 

^-  ©  » 

fa.  CO  X 

fa.  -3  H 

^  =  8 

to  to  co 


O  b3 

fa]  H 

•— i  O  1 

BC  fa.  Z  OC 

u  u  h  n 

u  z  -3 

Z  h  K  U 

fa]  OC  fa)  © 

c~  c-  h  :- 

to  to  to  to 


Z  H 

r  ©  o 

<  H  >-  O  <  Z 

=  =  O!  Z  U)  u  o 

fa]  U  ©  O  Cw  CO  H 

Z  ©  CC  H  £  Z  Z 

O  O  O  H  <  <  © 

H  H  ©  ©  3  »  < 

to  to  to  to  to  to  H 


b3 


X 

< 

o  © 

z  u 

<  z 

—J  a£  U  3 

j  or    •    cc  0£  cc 

Or      0-   X   <  < 

H  H  ©  ©  5  3 


fa]  O 

H  -a 

<  w 

S  M 

fa]  fa. 

H    »           r-  O 

^  U  O  K  K  K 

u  z  h  tc  co  ea 
cc  H 

fa]  to  H  H 

H  co  to  to 

<  fa]  fa]  fa] 
2  2  2? 


O  fa] 

-3  (J> 

fa]  O 

•—I  r-l 

>   U-  CC 

a  u  c 

©  Z  M 

b3  C- 

Z  to 


to 


to  to 

'— '  U3 


>• 

cc 

cc 

© 

u; 

cc 

H 

to 

8 

to 

H 

Q 

— 

cc 

z 

cc 

C 

H 

c 

— 

© 

O 

© 

cc 

r 

c 

» 

c 

H 

H 

H 

H 

H 

z 

to 

to 

to 

to 

to 

>- 

LC 

u: 

w 

fa3 

fa3 

fa] 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Q 

tu 
D 
2 

I 

U 

3 


u 
- 
z 
u 
> 


H 
c 
a: 
i 

U3 
C 


U 
9 
z 
U 
> 

as 

u 

as 

o 

CO 
I 

z 

3 

O 


<"">——"  —  QOOOrvi 
OOOO  —  OOO 


CM 

o 


c  o  i 


=> 

z 
u 
> 
u 
vo  as 

00 

—  u 

>•  =5 

u.  o 
co 
i 

z 

3 

O 


o 
z 

— 

-J  o 

Lu  Z 

f-  u 

C  a. 

r  to 
I 

U.  2 

(-  Z 

C  uj 
=  > 


'O 

z 


u 
o. 

CO 

MO 

00 


5- 

u. 


U 
J  3 

<  Z 

z  > 

z  u 

<  ec 


u  u 

2  i 

CO  u 
U3  H 

o 


3 

c 

u 


•}  ia      ©  n  <y  rv, 
^  a:  —  so  o-> 


c">00©m5o©cm 
•  ••••••• 

oooo  —  ooo 


»?mOooor^^o 
00  —  —  ^r"iiniri^ 

iAnaosoc-eo 

—  —   —  CM   Cv  fs.  s£. 


CM  O  O 

— '  o  o 

*"">  o  o 

■>    »  •> 

co  ©  © 


u  z 

£  2  z 
_  =3  o  z  o 
I  a  H  O  H 
<  w  w  O  t  u 
>2  =  z:3:zoz 

-J<<<<t»J0Cw 

<*-'-J-J-Jzzoe 

S  =  *-"  —  —  i-i^o 


CM 

mo 


M0 

m 
•» 

CM 


00 

O 
00 

m 


o 


CM 


o 

o 

O 

o 

o 

CM 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

tv> 

o 

in 

o 

o 

o 

00 

•» 

al 

■1 

m 

*> 

CM 

M0 

CM 

CM 

CM 

CM 

00 

m 

-9 

CO 

u 
as 

Ul 

> 
< 


< 

H 
O 
H 


0 

if 

£  ^  ,1  ^ 

s  • 

5  •  JS 

"■*>■. 

O  1  0 

o  ■  m 

5  i 

£  2  2  m 

.  J  ' 

•  £  *  c 

u  >- 

•    •  • 

X  •  c 

■  •  0 

•  "  £ 

■       CI  • 

o 

O  V  M  A 

"  >■  e 

o  •  • 

o  •  > 

•  I  0 

•  a.—  o 

«J 

—  c  •  c 

*  H 

O  •  - 

■  ■  0  • 

•    ■  • 

■ 

•  — 

•  •  -J 

x  X  •  > 

0.  U  - 

e     -  -i 

O  0  u 

3  c  o  a 

1   C  £  « 

£  • 

■  -  o 

c  •  •  — 

—  e 

0    -<    4-  VI 

>  ■  o 

U  -.  v> 

o 

o*tj  e 

c  —  w 

>  v  • 

-  r  •  u 

e  *j 

**     •  • 

*»  ^  ■ 

&  -  •  >, 

•  o 

o  •  • 

■C    ■    U  iJ 

•  —   O  0 

•  ■ 

c  e 

>■  • 

e  — 

<J  —  *<  -« 

0  w  • 

—  0  w  ij 

a  a  — 

U   II  •  — 

e  x  « 

0  4^  X  *> 

•  •  0  • 

—  -< 

•  3*0 

*»  •  X 

C   Ck  0 

a  u  v>  • 

•  •  ~c 

■  e  s  ■ 

CI  >  I 

u  -   0   3  ~ 

—   •  0  • 

c  «  b  a  • 

•4  —  0  U  *t 

e    %*  «i 

e    x  •  y 

M  — I 

M     •   M  X  0 

•  v  e 

r>  o  o> 

3  •  • 

■  ■  •  • 

•  «  al  m 

0  o  > 

^  o 

<  ■  *< 

C  -  • 

>  a  v  — 

«      ■  X 

•  o 

«  •  I  *» 

■  O  41 

■  b 

•  — 

•  ■MOO 

e  m  -» 

e  umii 

-  •  o» 

9  h  e  e 

«  «  • 

A-17 


D 
O 


UJ 
LO 
I — l 
CJ 

X 


UJ 


LU 


LU 

n: 


hi 

H 
I- 
H 

2 
0 
Z 
Z 
0 

u 

0 

z 

H 

a 
o 
o 
< 

z 

0 

z 

hi 
j 

a  o 

H  D 


0 

H 
J 


0 
Q 

z 
< 


0 

I 
I- 


>■ 
a 
o 
o 

tu  ID 


< 


3 

z 
111 
> 

UJ  ID 

H  D 
Z 

J  111 

<  > 

D  111 

z  a 

z 

< 

0 

UJ 

I- 
< 
z 

H 

h 

0 

UJ 


0 

I 

0 


_0 
D 


a 

LO 
H 
I- 
H 

z 

D 
Z 
Z 
0 
0 

u. 

0 

cr 
ui 

ID 
Z 
D 
Z 


-0 


0 
n 

I 

D 


0 
D 

I 

0 
n 


0 
0 
n 

I 

0 
D 
• 


0 
0 
D 

I 

0 
0 


A-ie 


A-19 


NOTES 


The  figures  for  hotel-motel  revenue  used  in  this  report  were 
developed  by  the  Bureau  of  Analysis,  Estimation  and  Research  of  the 
Department  of  Revenue.     The  Department  of  Revenue  has  estimated  the 
amount  of  state  room  occupancy  revenue  it  collected  from  each  locality 
during  fiscal  year  1986  (July  1,  1985  to  June  30,  1986).     These  figures 
represent  a  full  fiscal  year  of  revenue  collections.    As  such,  they 
should  not  be  compared  to  the  actual  sums  received  by  communities  that 
imposed  the  tax  mid-year. 

The  collections  are  presented  on  a  cash  basis.  If  an 

operator  paid  late,  or  not  at  all,  it  will  not  appear  in  this  report. 

This  is  consistent  with  the  way  funds  are  distributed  to  localities 
under  the  excise. 

In  the  case  of  cities  and  towns  with  only  one  or  two 
operators,  the  Bureau  of  Analysis,  Estimation  and  Research  used  a 
letter  code  which  stands  for  a  dollar  range  for  reasons  of  taxpayer 
confidentiality.    We  have  used  the  midpoint  of  the  range  for  each  of 
these  revenue  estimates. 

Figures  for  total  spending  used  in  this  report  are  based  on 
Total  Amount  To  Be  Raised  figures  from  the  FY86  Tax  Recapitulation 
Sheets . 
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